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 1．Introduction 
 Since 2000 the Mekong region of mainland Southeast Asia has been the focus of ASEAN attempts to 
promote “connectivity” among the economies and societies of the subregion and the broader region. 
Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar, and Vietnam, less developed economically than neighboring Thailand, 
have been lumped together under the rubric of the CLMV and are seen as a nascent common 
group of developing countries.  Connectivity in the Mekong region has been supported not only by 
ASEAN but by international actors, notably the Asian Development Bank and Japan.  Aid from the 
latter is understood to foster not only subregional economic and social connectivity but also broader 
connectivity in the emerging Indo-Pacific ［Potter 2020］.  A number of studies by practitioners have 
examined the possibilities and problems of development and Japanese ODA among these four as a 
group (see below) but fine-grained analysis of the aid provided has not been carried out previously. 
This article helps to close that gap in the research by providing an overview of sectoral and geographic 
distributions of Japanese ODA in each of the four countries from 2000 to 2019.  Section 2 surveys the 
current state of research on Japan’s ODA to the Mekong countries.  Section 3 presents the research 
methodology.  Section 4 tracks changes in allocations by aid modality over the period, examines 
sectoral distributions of aid by modality in each country, and then does the same for geographic 
distribution of aid projects in each country.  Section 5 provides a discussion of the correlation between 
these distributions and possible economic, political, and demographic variables. 
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 2．Literature Review 
 Recent studies lump these countries together under the rubric of the “CLMV” (citations needed 
here) or Mekong countries, which sometimes includes Thailand (citations needed here).  A 
second highlights Vietnam and Thailand as successful cases of the application of Japanese ODA 
to development objectives ［Leelasorn 2005; Ohno and Ohno 2008; Forsberg 2008; Wajjwalku and 
Tasarika 2008; Shimomura 2008, 2013; Ohno 2010; Mieno 2013; Sumphaongern 2013］.  Both sets of 
research focus on macroeconomic impacts of Japanese aid to these countries and therefore do not ask 
specifically what got funded and in which parts of the country the aid was applied.  Yet, the scale of 
Japanese aid is significant: Japan was the largest bilateral ODA donor to Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam 
during the period under investigation.  Edward Feasel ［2015: 76 ― 77］ has calculated that Japan’s 
ODA has comprised a significant (albeit declining) share of government consumption and capital 
expenditure in Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam over the period examined in this article.  Most of this 
aid, however, has been allocated for specific development projects in specific locales.  Given the social 
and geographic complexities and resulting unevenness of development within the countries along the 
Mekong it behooves one to examine the sectoral and geographic distribution of this significant source 
of development finance.  Moreover, these countries differ in their levels of economic development. 
Cambodia, Laos, and Myanmar are included among the least developed countries on the most 
recent DAC List of ODA Recipients, while Vietnam is now included among the lower middle-income 
countries ［OECD 2020］.  Current Human Development Indexes rank Vietnam around 118 in the 
world with the other three clustering in the 140s ［UNDP 2019: 351］. 
 3．Methodology 
 Following a methodology used in previous research on Japan’s recent ODA to Thailand and the 
Philippines ［Potter and Potter Seminar 2019］ data on total Japanese ODA allocated to each country 
was collected for each fiscal year from 2000 to 2019 as follows: total ODA in millions of yen, total loan 
aid, grant aid, and technical assistance by amount and percentage of total ODA.  ODA to each country 
was then analyzed by number of projects per modality - loan aid, grant aid, and technical assistance- 
per year.  We then counted the number of projects by development sector for each year and the 
number of projects in each administrative region of the country for each year.  The researchers 
used each government’s list of administrative regions (provinces, states, districts, and so on) for the 
regional allocation data count. 
 　 In addition, the researchers collected data on number of projects, sectoral distribution, and regional 
distribution of two types of NGO assistance: the Japanese NGO grants program and the Grassroots/
Human Security grants program.  These are a small component of the grant aid modality but provide a 
reliably comparative sample of Japanese NGO aid (for problems related to data collection on Japanese 
NGOs see Potter and Potter Seminar 2014; Potter and Potter Seminar 2018; Kim and Potter 2014), 
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 　 Two Japanese government databases were used to collect data on ODA to each country: the 
ODA Databook (ODA Detabukku) and its current online version, ODA Detashuu, (2002 ― 2019); 
and Kunibetsu Yakusoku Jouhou (1999 ― 2019), a database that contains project-specific information 
arranged annually by country.  The former is useful for gathering data on aid amounts by modality 
and numbers of projects, the latter is essential for gathering detailed information on project sector and 
location.  It includes detailed information on ODA-subsidized NGO projects and Grassroots-Human 
Security grant projects not included in the Databook.  Unless otherwise specified all tabular and 
statistical material presented below is drawn from these two databases. 
 4．Results 
 4 ― 1. Aid by Modality across the CLMV 
 　 Figures 1a and 1b show the amount of loan aid by 100 million yen to Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar 
and Vietnam (CLMV) from 2000 to 2019.  Loan aid to Cambodia was low from 2000 to 2019, and even 
though it started increasing in 2014, it never surpassed 50 billion yen.  Laos did not see much change 
throughout the years except for 2011, 2013 and 2015, while Myanmar received no loans from 2000 to 
2011, then in 2012 it received about 200 billion yen.  In 2013 loan aid to Myanmar decreased to about 
50 billion yen and from there it went up every year until 2018.  Loan aid to Vietnam remained at over 
50 billion yen until 2017, reaching 270 billion yen in 2011.  However, after 270 billion yen in loans in 
2011 the amount of loans started decreasing 
 　 Myanmar received loans in fewer years than Cambodia did, but got more loan aid than Cambodia. 
Laos and Myanmar only received loans eight and seven times respectively in the period under study, 
yet Myanmar received almost five times more loans that Laos did.  In 2018 Laos, Myanmar and 
Vietnam received no loan aid. 
 　 Figures 1c and 1d show the amount of grant aid by 100 million yen to CLMV from 2000 to 2019. 
Myanmar received the most grants, followed closely by Cambodia, thanks to a sharp increase after 
2012.  The amount of grants that Laos received remained almost at the same level throughout the 
years.  On the contrary, Vietnam received the least amount of grants, while Myanmar received more 
than double the amount of grants Vietnam did.  In general, the total amount of grants did not go 
lower from 10 billion yen in any of the four countries.  The amount of grants received by country from 
highest to lowest is Myanmar, Cambodia, Laos and Vietnam. 
 　 Figures 1e and 1f display the amount of technical assistance by 100 million yen to CLMV from 
2000 to 2019.  Laos and Cambodia’s technical assistance remained between three and five billion yen 
until 2017.  Myanmar’s was about the same amount as Laos and Cambodia until 2011, but it started 
gradually increasing from 2011 to 2017.  Myanmar also received more technical assistance than 
Vietnam in 2016 and 2017.  Vietnam did not change significantly but maintained a relatively high level 
compared to the other three countries. 
 　 In 2018, no technical assistance was provided to Cambodia, Laos, or Myanmar.  Vietnam had almost 
twice the amount of technical assistance than any of the other three countries, making it the country 
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to receive the highest amount of technical assistance, followed by Cambodia, Myanmar, and Laos in 
that order. 
Figure 1b: Total loan aid to CLMV, 2000―2019
Figure 1a: Loan aid to CLMV, 2000―2019 (million yen)
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Figure 1d: Total grant aid to CLMV, 2000―2019
Figure 1c: Grant aid to CLMV, 2000―2019 (million yen)
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Figure 1f: Total technical assistance to CLMV, 2000―201
Figure 1e: Technical Assistance to CLMV, 2000―2017
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 　 Figures 2a and 2b represent the number of loan projects to CLMV from 2000 to 2019.  Cambodia 
and Laos only had a few projects from 2000 to 2019.  On the other hand, Myanmar shows an upward 
trend since 2012, reaching seven cases in 2016, but rapidly decreasing yearly thereafter, reaching 
zero in 2018 and quickly increasing again in 2019.  The number of projects in Vietnam tend to be 
significantly higher than in the other three countries.  Cambodia, Myanmar and Laos normally stayed 
under five projects, while Vietnam was normally always above five, once even above 15 projects.  A 
correlation between the total amount of loan and the number of projects can be seen. 
 　 Figures 2c and 2d represent the number of grants aid projects to CLMV from 2000 to 2019. 
Myanmar only had a few projects from 2000 to 2011, but the number increased after 2011.  On the 
contrary, Vietnam shows a downward trend after 2005, reaching as few as three projects in 2019.  The 
number of projects in Myanmar and Vietnam tend to be significantly higher than in other countries, 
Vietnam before 2010 and Vietnam after 2010 specifically.  Cambodia and Laos normally stayed under 
20 projects.  Also, unlike Laos, Vietnam, Myanmar and Cambodia surpass 200 projects each. 
 　 Grant aid was provided annually in every country and grants projects were the most numerous 
forms of assistance between grants, loans and technical assistance.  Based on the number of grants 
projects by country, Vietnam had the most projects, followed by Cambodia, Myanmar and Laos as the 
country with the least number of projects.  A correlation between the total amount of grant aid and the 
number of projects can also be seen in here. 
 　 Figures 2e and 2f show the number of technical assistance projects to CLMV from 2011 to 2017. 
Comparable information on Cambodia, Laos and Myanmar’s technical assistance projects from 
2000 to 2010 and from 2018 to 2019 was unavailable, so figures 2e and 2f only cover projects from 
2011 to 2017.  There was information on Vietnam’s technical Assistance projects from 2000 to 2019, 
but it is not possible to compare CLMV technical assistance project without information from three 
countries.  Nonetheless, no project information does not mean no technical assistance.  Figure 1e and 
1f represent the total amount of technical assistance to CLMV from 2000 to 2019. 
 　 None of the countries showed a constant increase in the number of technical assistance projects 
for more than two years.  The country with the more constant growth for the longest number of years 
is Myanmar from 2011 to 2013, even though the number of projects started decreasing from then on. 
Vietnam and Cambodia also present a big amount of growth in their technical assistance projects, 
Vietnam from 2012 to 2013 and Cambodia from 2015 to 2016.  Vietnam and Myanmar do share a 
similar graph shape from 2012 to 2017 with a substantial increase in the number of projects from 2012 
to 2013 and a continuous decrease in them after their peak in 2013.  Also, Cambodia was the second 
from lowest in the number of projects from 2011 and became the country with the greatest number 
of projects by 2017, making it the only country between the four to show a growth in their projects 
in those six years.  Still, Vietnam was the country with the most projects, followed by Myanmar, 
Cambodia and Laos in that order. 
 　 Japanese NGO and grassroots-human security subsidies are included in the grant aid budget data 
reported by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs so separate budget amounts for each were no tabulated. 
Each subsidy represents a fraction of total grant aid, so some caution should be used in reading the 
following results. 
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Figure 2a: Loan aid to CLMV, 2000―2019 (number of projects)
Figure 2b: Loan aid to CLMV, 2000―2019 (total number of projects)
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Figure 2c: Grant aid to CLMV, 2000―2019 (number of projects)
Figure 2d: Grant aid to CLMV, 2000―2019 (number of projects)
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Figure 2f: Technical assistance to CLMV, 2011―2017 (total number of projects)
Figure 2e: Technical assistance to CLMV, 2011―2017 (number of projects)
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 　 Figures 3a and 3b represent the number of Japanese NGO subsidized projects to Cambodia, Laos, 
Myanmar and Vietnam (CLMV) from 2000 to 2019.  The number of projects started to increase in 
Cambodia and Laos in the 2010’s in comparison with the early 2000s.  As for Myanmar, the country 
has the highest number of projects among the four, recording 23 cases in 2013 and 2017.  It also had 
ODA subsidized projects for 16 years and had almost double the number of projects that Laos had. 
On the other hand, the number of projects tend to increase and decrease constantly in Vietnam, with 
a tendency of decreasing more than increasing.  Vietnam also had Japanese ODA subsidized projects 
for 18 years while Laos had them for 16 years, still Laos had 20 more projects than Vietnam.  Lastly, 
only Cambodia and Myanmar surpass the 100 Japanese NGO subsidized projects. 
 　 Figures 3c and 3d represent the amount of grassroots-human security to Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar 
and Vietnam (CLMV) from 2000 to 2019.  The number of the projects was maintained under 60 since 
2002, and dropped to zero in 2019 for Cambodia, Myanmar and Vietnam.  Vietnam never surpassed 40 
projects in 20 years.  Also, Laos has the fewest total number of projects, and the graph shows a 
consistently low level since 2002.  Only Myanmar and Vietnam surpass the total 500 grassroots-human 
security projects.  Myanmar’s 2001 record of 93 cases is the highest number in 20 years for the four 
countries. 
Table 1: Total projects to CLMV, 2000 to 2019
(number of projects)






Cambodia 23 240 125 462 850
Laos 10 110 97 373 590
Myanmar 35 130 148 772 1085
Vietnam 140 156 77 544 917
 　 To summarize, the total number of projects across all four modalities is presented in Table 1. 
Grassroots projects are the most numerous, although all countries have different ratios.  The number 
of loan aid projects is small in Laos and Cambodia.  The number of grant aid projects exceeds load 
aid projects in Laos and Cambodia.  The number of Japan NGO projects is smallest in Vietnam.  The 
number of total grant aid, Japan NGO, and grassroots projects is greatest in Myanmar. 
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Figure 3a: Japanese NGO subsidy to CLMV, 2000―2019 (number of projects)
Figure 3b: Japanese NGO subsidy to CLMV, 2000―2019 (total number of projects)
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Figure 3c: Grassroots-human security grants to CLMV, 2000―2019 (number of projects)
Figure 3d: Grassroots-human security grants to CLMV, 2000―2019 (number of projects)
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 4 ― 2. Sectoral allocations of aid across the CLMV 
 This section analyzes sectoral allocations of Japanese aid by modality across the CLMV.  Tables 2a to 
2d show loan aid projects by sector and divided into five-year intervals. 
Table 2a: Sectoral allocations of loan aid projects to Cambodia, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Sector 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
Roads and Bridges 0 0 3 4
Transportation 1 3 0 1
Energy/Electricity 0 0 2 1
Communications 1 1 0 0
Waterworks 0 1 1 0
Agriculture/Forestry 0 0 2 1
Social Services 0 1 0 0
Table 2b: Sectoral allocations of loan aid projects to Laos, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Sector 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
Roads and Bridges 1 0 0 1
Transportation 0 0 1 0
Energy/Electricity 0 1 2 0
Waterworks 0 0 0 1
Industry/Finance 0 1 0 0
Social Services 0 2 1 0
Debt relief 0 1 0 0
Table 2c: Sectoral allocations of loan aid projects to Myanmar, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Sector 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
Roads and Bridges 0 0 2 2
Transportation 0 0 2 4
Energy/Electricity 0 0 1 6
Communications 0 0 1 0
Waterworks 0 0 1 2
Agriculture/Forestry 0 0 0 2
Industry/Finance 0 0 0 3
Social Services 0 0 1 0
Disaster relief/reconstruction 0 0 1 0
Debt relief 0 0 2 0
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Security 0 0 1 0
Table 2d: Sectoral allocations of loan aid projects to Vietnam, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Sector 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
Roads and Bridges 14 9 18 2
Transportation 2 4 8 2
Energy/Electricity 5 7 6 1
Communications 3 2 1 0
Waterworks 2 8 4 2
Agriculture/Forestry 0 1 1 0
Industry/Finance 1 0 2 2
Education/Human Resources 0 4 2 0
Medicine and Health 0 1 0 1
Social Services 2 6 2 0
Debt relief 1 0 0 1
Multisectoral 1 2 5 3
 　 Table 2a shows sectoral allocations of loan aid projects to Cambodia from 2000 to 2019.  Note the 
relatively large number of transportation projects (including roads and bridges) especially since 
around 2010.  Table 2b shows sectoral allocations of loan aid projects to Laos from 2000 to 2019.  The 
most common sectoral allocation of loan aid project to Laos over 19 years are energy/electricity and 
social services projects, but there were only three projects across all 19 years.  In addition, the number 
of loan aid projects to Laos are frequently between 2005 to 2014, however, since 2015 there were only 
two projects in waterworks and road construction sectors.  Table 2c shows sectoral allocations of loan 
aid projects to Myanmar from 2000 to 2019.  None of the sectors had any projects allocated between 
2000 and 2009.  However, the number of projects has been gradually increasing since 2010, as seen in 
the previous section.  Table 2d shows about sectoral allocations of loan aid projects to Vietnam.  And 
as Table 2d shows yen loans are continuously provided in the road and bridge construction sector, 
which has the largest number with a total of 43 cases.  Since it is the only CLMV member located in 
the Lower Middle Income Countries in the DAC List of ODA Recipients, it is considered that it 
accounts for a large proportion of the yen loan compared to the other countries. 
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Table 3a: Sectoral allocations of grant aid projects to Cambodia, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Sector 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
Roads and Bridges 10 10 9 4
Transportation 0 1 0 0
Energy/Electricity 5 4 2 1
Communications 0 2 1 1
Waterworks 11 7 5 11
Agriculture/Forestry 2 7 1 0
Education/Human Resources 16 20 18 14
Medicine and Health 4 5 6 1
Food aid 4 1 3 3
Disaster relief/reconstruction 4 1 0 2
Security 3 4 2 3
Peacebuilding 2 1 0 1
Program/non project 3 3 1 0
Culture 4 1 1 0
Multisectoral 1 2 3 5
Grants via multilateral institutions 5 2 4 7
Table 3b: Sectoral allocations of grant aid projects to Laos, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Sector 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
Roads and Bridges 2 4 5 2
Transportation 0 0 3 0
Energy/Electricity 1 1 2 0
Waterworks 1 1 3 4
Agriculture/Forestry 0 1 0 2
Education/Human Resources 6 4 7 7
Medicine and Health 2 2 1 1
Food aid 4 2 0 1
Disaster relief/reconstruction 0 1 0 1
Debt relief 6 0 0 0
Security 0 0 0 3
Peacebuilding 1 0 0 0
Program/nonproject 3 1 3 0
Culture 4 0 0 0
Multisectoral 4 2 0 1
Grants via multilateral institutions 0 1 0 5
Environment 0 3 1 0
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Table 3c: Sectoral allocations of grant aid projects to Myanmar, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Sector 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
Roads and Bridges 1 0 2 1
Transportation 0 0 4 3
Energy/Electricity 1 0 2 1
Communications 0 0 3 1
Waterworks 2 0 3 3
Agriculture/Forestry 1 0 4 1
Industry/Finance 0 0 2 4
Education/Human Resources 2 7 6 8
Medicine and Health 3 4 6 4
Debt relief 3 0 0 0
Program/nonproject 0 0 2 1
Culture 3 0 0 0
Grants via multilateral institutions 0 2 8 21
Table3d: Sectoral allocations of grant aid projects to Vietnam, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Sector 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
Roads and Bridges 8 1 1 0
Transportation 1 2 1 0
Communications 1 0 1 0
Waterworks 6 3 1 7
Agriculture/Forestry 7 4 4 0
Industry/Finance 1 0 0 0
Education/Human Resources 18 19 16 10
Medicine and Health 13 6 0 0
Social Services 0 1 0 0
Disaster relief/reconstruction 0 0 1 0
Security 1 0 0 0
Program/nonproject 2 0 6 0
Refugees 2 0 0 0
Culture 5 0 0 0
Multisectoral 1 0 1 3
Grants via multilateral institutions 0 3 1 0
　 Tables 3a to 3d compare sectoral allocations of grant aid projects to Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar and 
Vietnam.  Table 3a shows sectoral allocations of grant aid projects to Cambodia from 2000 to 2019.  Of 
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the total number of cases, education/human resources was the most numerous at sixty-eight cases. 
There is a total of thirty-four waterworks projects, which account for a large proportion of grant aid 
projects compared to the other three countries.  Table 3b shows sectoral allocations of grant aid 
projects to Laos from 2000 to 2019.  Over 19 years, the education/human resources projects were the 
most common, with a total of 24 cases, and it also remains the largest number in all fiscal years.  This 
is followed by roads and bridges and waterworks, with a total of 13 and 9 respectively.  However, Laos 
received the least grant aid projects compared to the other three countries.  Table 3c shows sectoral 
allocations of grant aid projects to Myanmar.  This table shows many projects are concentrated in the 
education and human resource development sector.  Also, highest percentage of grants through 
international organizations compared to other countries, and with a total of 31 grants.  These are 
almost all humanitarian assistance for displaced persons, and so overlap the refugee assistance 
category in the other countries.  Table 3d shows sectoral allocation of grant aid project to Vietnam, 
from 2000.  In Vietnam, education and medicine and health predominate, with the latter declining to 
zero after 2010. 
Table 4a: Sectoral allocations of Japanese NGO projects to Cambodia, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Sector 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
Agriculture/Forestry 1 0 6 10
Education/Human Resources 11 16 7 10
Medicine and Health 1 9 11 8
Social Services 0 4 1 0
Security 2 9 10 9
Table 4b: Sectoral allocations of Japanese NGO projects to Laos, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Sector 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
Agriculture/Forestry 0 2 5 3
Education/Human Resources 3 9 12 18
Medicine and Health 2 4 7 12
Social Services 1 1 0 2
Security 0 5 9 6
Table 4c: Sectoral allocations of Japanese NGO projects to Myanmar, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Sector 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
Roads and Bridges 2 3 2 8
Transportation 1 0 0 0
Energy/Electricity 0 1 0 0
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Communications 0 0 0 2
Waterworks 2 4 4 7
Agriculture/Forestry 0 1 2 6
Industry/Finance 1 0 1 1
Education/Human Resources 2 5 12 25
Medicine and Health 4 8 20 17
Social Services 1 3 9 2
Disaster relief/reconstruction 0 1 0 0
Security 1 0 0 6
Environment 0 0 2 0
Refugees 0 0 0 1
Table 4d: Sectoral allocations of Japanese NGO projects to Vietnam, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Sector 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
Agriculture/Forestry 0 2 6 4
Education/Human Resources 2 4 7 8
Medicine and Health 4 10 12 6
Social Services 1 4 0 0
Disaster relief/reconstruction 0 1 0 3
Environment 1 2 0 0
 Tables 4a to 4d compare sectoral allocations of Japanese NGO subsidy projects in the CLMV.  Table 
4a shows sectoral allocations of Japanese NGO projects to Cambodia from 2000 to 2019.  Educations/
human resources accounted for the largest number with a total of forty-four cases, followed by security 
(predominantly related to demining) and medicine and health.  In addition, agriculture/forestry and 
social services are notable.  The same types of projects were carried out in Laos, and the proportion 
of sectoral allocations tends to be the same.  Table 4b shows sectoral allocations of Japanese NGO 
projects to Laos.  The education/human resources sector accounted for the largest number, with 
42 projects in total, and a six-fold increase between 2000 ― 2004 and 2015 ― 2019.  This is followed by 
medicine and health and security (again demining).  In Japanese NGO projects, the proportion of each 
sector to Cambodia tends to be similar. 
 　 Table 4c shows sectoral allocations of Japanese NGO projects to Myanmar.  As with Cambodia and 
Laos, this table shows that projects have been concentrated in the education and human resource 
development and medicine and health.  Furthermore, both show a rapid increase in the number of 
projects since 2010.  Table 4d shows sectoral allocations of Japanese NGO projects to Vietnam.  It was 
confirmed that the four fields of agriculture and forestr y, education and human resources 
development, medicine and health, and social services are similar the cases of Laos and Cambodia. 
However, it differs from the other two countries in that there are more medicine and health projects 
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than projects in the education and human resource development field. 
Table 5a: Sectoral allocations of Grassroots-human Security projects to Cambodia, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Sector 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
Roads and Bridges 2 5 3 10
Transportation 0 0 4 0
Waterworks 13 8 4 1
Agriculture/Forestry 9 16 25 18
Industry/Finance 0 0 0 2
Education/Human Resources 76 46 37 28
Medicine and Health 30 13 19 20
Social Services 14 0 0 0
Food aid 3 0 0 0
Disaster relief/reconstruction 2 0 0 0
Security 24 17 0 0
Environment 0 2 5 0
Multisectoral 6 0 0 0
Table 5b: Sectoral allocations of Grassroots-Human Security projects to Laos, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Sector 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
Roads and Bridges 8 0 1 8
Communications 0 13 4 0
Waterworks 0 5 18 16
Agriculture/Forestry 2 5 2 5
Industry/Finance 1 0 0 0
Education/Human Resources 112 13 44 50
Medicine and Health 17 15 11 13
Social Services 2 3 1 1
Security 0 5 3 0
Environment 2 0 0 0
Table 5c: Sectoral allocations of Grassroots-Human Security projects to Myanmar, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Sector 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
Roads and Bridges 5 9 12 26
Transportation 0 0 1 1
Energy/Electricity 4 3 0 0
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Communications 3 4 0 0
Waterworks 11 7 6 0
Agriculture/Forestry 12 4 3 0
Industry/Finance 1 0 0 1
Education/Human Resources 130 63 115 141
Medicine and Health 46 52 48 8
Social Services 10 5 0 0
Disaster relief/reconstruction 0 2 0 0
Environment 43 0 13 1
Refugees 0 0 1 0
Multisectoral 5 0 0 0
Table 5d: Sectoral allocations of Grassroots-Human Security projects to Vietnam, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Sector 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
Roads and Bridges 13 20 10 12
Communications 1 0 4 0
Waterworks 12 10 4 5
Agriculture/Forestry 2 4 1 3
Education/Human Resources 58 76 95 45
Medicine and Health 35 36 40 41
Social Services 1 0 3 7
Disaster relief/reconstruction 3 0 0 0
Security 0 0 0 4
Environment 0 7 4 0
 　 Tables 5a to 5d show sectoral allocations of Grassroots-Human Security projects in the CLMV over 
the period under investigation.  Table 5a shows sectoral allocations of Grassroots-Human Security 
projects to Cambodia.  As with Japanese NGO projects, education and human resources and medicine 
and health predominate, followed by agriculture and forestry.  The ratio is relatively high compared to 
other countries.  Similarly, in security there are a total of forty-one cases.  Landmine removal projects 
were carried out locally at a higher rate than in other countries.  Table 5b shows sectoral allocations 
of Grassroots-Human Security projects to Laos.  Over 19 years, education/human resources projects 
were the most common with a total of 219 cases, followed by medicine and health and waterworks 
with a total of 56 and 39 respectively. 
 　 Table 5c shows Grassroots-Human Security projects were concentrated in the education and 
human resource development and medicine and health care sectors in Myanmar as well.  Therefore, 
a common thread in the other three countries is the concentration of projects in these sectors.  On the 
other hand, the number of projects in the road and bridge construction sector has been increasing 
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every year.  Finally, sectoral allocations of Grassroots-Human Security projects to Vietnam are 
displayed in Table 5d.  Again, the fields of education and human resources development and medicine 
and health and insurance are compared to other fields.  Projects have been carried out in the field 
of road or bridge construction since the early stage of 2000, and there is continuity compared to the 
other countries. 
 　 Compared to Japanese NGO projects, Grassroots-Human Security assistance is distributed not only 
to social infrastructure but also to economic infrastructure such as road and bridge construction and 
water and river facilities.  Unlike economic infrastructure funded by loan and grant aid, however, these 
projects focus on small-scale local facilities construction. 
 4 ― 3. Geographic distributions of aid in the CLMV countries 
 In this section, the research compares CLMV countries’ loan aid, grant aid, Japanese NGO subsidized, 
and Grassroots-human security NGO subsidized projects within each country’s region.  Tables 6a to 
9d display the results.  Regional designations and administrative divisions are those either specified in 
national statistics or widely used by researchers. 
Table 6a: Regional allocations of loan aid projects in Cambodia, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Region 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
North 0 0 1 0
East 0 0 0 0
West 0 0 0 6
South 1 6 3 2
National, unspecified 1 1 4 2
Table 6b: Regional allocations of loan aid projects in Laos, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Region 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
North 0 0 0 0
Central 0 0 1 1
South 2 0 2 0
National, unspecified 1 3 1 0
Table 6c: Regional allocations of loan aid projects in Myanmar, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Region 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
Chin State 0 0 0 0
Kachin State 0 0 0 0
Kayah State 0 0 0 0
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Kayin State 0 0 0 2
Mon State 0 0 0 1
Rakhine State 0 0 0 0
Shan State 0 0 0 0
Central Myanmar 0 0 8 15
Naypyidaw Union Territory 0 0 0 0
Self-Administered Zones 0 0 0 0
National, unspecified 0 0 4 7
※ Self-Administered Zones include Danu, Kokang, Naga, Pa’O, Pa Laung, and Wa.
※ Central Myanmar includes “Ayeyarwady, Bago, Magway, Mandalay, Sagaing, Tanintharyi, Yangon.
Table 6d: Regional allocations of loan aid projects in Vietnam, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Region 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
Northeast 0 0 0 0
Northwest 0 0 0 0
Red River 2 6 4 6
North Central Coast 0 0 0 0
South Central Coast 0 0 2 1
Central Highlands 0 0 0 0
Southeast 2 5 6 4
Mekong River Delta 0 1 2 1
National, unspecified 23 26 28 10
 　 Tables 6a to 6d display the regional distributions of loan aid within each country.  Pronounced 
concentrations are noticeable in projects with a specific regional focus in each of the cases.  In terms 
of Cambodia (Table 6 ― a) loan aid is concentrated in the south, including the capital of Phnom Penh 
and Preah Sihanouk, the site of the country’s largest port.  Regarding Laos (Table 6b), the central 
region has received loan aid from 2010 and the southern part also received loans between 2000 ― 2004 
and 2014 ― 2019, while the northern and eastern regions part did not receive loan aid throughout the 
entire period.  Regarding Myanmar (Table 6c), loan aid concentrated on the Central Region from 
Mandalay south to Yangon and the Ayarawady Delta.  This is true even for national projects, which 
have focused on linking the regions of Central Myanmar.  There was no loan aid provided in Self-
Administrated Zones, variously independent from the central government.  Finally, with reference to 
Vietnam (Table 6d), we can see that loan aid is concentrated in and around Hanoi City, which is 
included in the Red River region, and Ho Chi Minh, which is included in Southeast.  Moreover, 
compared to the other three countries, there are many projects with national and inter-regional scope. 
What the four countries have in common is that the amount of yen per project is large, and loan aid is 
concentrated in the core areas of the country and urban areas. 
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Table 7a: Regional allocations of grant aid projects in Cambodia, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Region 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
North 7 1 2 1
East 5 9 3 1
West 2 1 2 3
South 24 23 12 12
National, unspecified 31 37 13 22
Table 7b: Regional allocations of grant aid projects in Laos, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Region 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
North 0 0 1 2
Central 3 3 4 2
South 5 0 7 3
National, unspecified 24 16 15 20
Table 7c: Regional allocations of grant aid projects in Myanmar, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Region 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
Chin State 0 0 0 4
Kachin State 0 0 2 1
Kayah State 1 0 1 0
Kayin State 0 0 1 0
Mon State 0 0 0 0
Rakhine State 3 0 2 13
Shan State 3 0 2 0
Central Myanmar 0 1 15 22
Naypyidaw Union Territory 0 0 1 1
Self-Administered Division 0 0 0 0
National, unspecified 22 19 25 23
Table 7d: Regional allocations of grant aid projects in Vietnam, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Region 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
Northeast 0 0 0 1
Northwest 0 1 0 0
Red River 4 1 1 3
North Central Coast 2 0 0 0
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South Central Coast 3 1 2 1
Central Highlands 0 0 0 0
Southeast 2 1 0 2
Mekong River Delta 1 1 0 1
National, unspecified 27 10 15 8
 　 Tables 7a to 7d show the regional distributions of grant aid projects.  Several patterns emerge from 
the data.  First, grant aid projects concentrate on each country’s capital and main cities.  In contrast, 
few or no grant aid projects are implemented in local communities with a small population.  This 
seems to have relations to the scale of grant aid projects.  One of the Japanese ODA’s characteristics is 
large percentage of infrastructure assistance.  Thus, Japanese grant aid projects tend to concentrate in 
Special Economic Zones and areas in or near each country’s capital or main cities.  Second, comparing 
grants and loans, the latter is concentrated in limited regions such as each country’s capital or major 
economic centers.  On other hand, grant aid projects are found in nearly all regions.  In Cambodia, 
loan aid was distributed in the North, West, and South.  In grant aid, all regions received assistance. 
In addition, most aid projects are distributed in the South, and the number is 12 of loan aid and is 71 of 
grant aid.  In Laos, loan aid was distributed in Central and Southern Laos, but grant aid are distributed 
in all regions of them.  In Myanmar, loan aid was allocated to Kayin State and Central Myanmar. 
However, grant aid was distributed in all regions of Myanmar expect for Mon State and Self-
Administrated Divisions.  In Vietnam, loan aid was distributed in Red River, the South Central Coast, 
the Southeast, and the Mekong River Delta.  In contrast, grant aid was distributed in all regions of 
Vietnam. 
Table 8a: Regional allocations of Japanese NGO subsidized projects in Cambodia, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Region 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
North 1 6 6 8
East 1 3 1 6
West 0 8 9 13
South 7 8 10 10
National, unspecified 5 13 9 5
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Table 8b: Regional allocations of Japanese NGO subsidized projects in Laos, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Region 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
North 0 5 8 17
Central 1 1 10 7
South 0 7 11 4
National, unspecified 4 7 8 10
Table 8c: Regional allocations of Japanese NGO subsidized projects in Myanmar, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Region 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
Chin State 0 0 0 1
Kachin State 0 0 0 2
Kayah State 0 0 0 0
Kayin State 1 0 1 11
Mon State 0 0 0 0
Rakhine State 3 2 0 1
Shan State 1 2 11 9
Central Myanmar 3 15 15 23
Naypyidaw Union Territory 0 0 0 0
Self-Administered Division 0 0 0 0
National, unspecified 4 4 24 19
Table 8d: Regional allocations of Japanese NGO subsidized projects in Vietnam, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Region 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
Northeast 0 3 0 1
Northwest 2 1 6 3
Red River 0 0 0 1
North Central Coast 0 1 0 0
South Central Coast 1 1 3 3
Central Highlands 0 2 3 3
Southeast 0 0 2 1
Mekong River Delta 0 2 1 6
National, unspecified 5 13 13 9
 　 Tables 8a to 8d display the data for Japanese NGO subsidized projects.  Cambodia and Laos show 
project distributions across the country.  Regional allocation of Japanese NGO subsidized projects 
to Cambodia is concentrated in the south, especially Phnom Penh which is the administrative and 
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economic center of the country.  Regional allocation of Japanese NGO subsidized projects to Laos 
some concentration in the north, especially in Houaphanh and Xiangkhouang provinces, a region 
barely touched by loan and grant aid.  But looking at the overall data, every region of Cambodia and 
Laos received Japanese NGO subsidized projects. 
 　 Regional allocation of Japanese NGO subsidized projects to Myanmar is the highest from 2005 to 
2019.  In Myanmar, areas other than Self-Administered Divisions, Naypyidaw Union Territory, Mon 
State, Kayah State received Japanese NGO subsidized projects.  Vietnam received the fewest number 
of NGO projects.  Based on the data, regional allocation of Japanese NGO subsidized projects to 
Vietnam is concentrated in the vicinities of Hanoi and Ho Chi Minh, a pattern consistent with loan and 
grant aid projects. 
Table 9a: Regional allocations of Grassroots-Human Security NGO projects to Cambodia, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Region 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
North 11 6 13 21
East 13 15 19 15
West 44 29 32 24
South 70 41 31 19
National, unspecified 40 18 2 0
Table 9b: Regional allocations of Grassroots-Human Security NGO projects to Laos, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Region 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
North 8 15 45 36
Central 3 2 15 13
South 5 18 27 24
National, unspecified 127 26 1 2
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Table 9c: Regional allocations of Grassroots-Human Security NGO projects to Myanmar, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Region 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
Chin State 21 3 10 20
Kachin State 7 8 12 15
Kayah State 2 5 6 14
Kayin State 7 10 11 4
Mon State 2 6 6 8
Rakhine State 12 7 8 12
Shan State 9 12 15 7
Central Myanmar 95 86 114 120
Naypyidaw Union Territory 0 0 0 0
Self-Administered Zone 4 2 0 0
National, unspecified 40 3 6 1
Table 9d: Regional allocations of Grassroots-Human Security NGO projects to Vietnam, 2000―2019
(number of projects)
Region 2000―2004 2005―2009 2010―2014 2015―2019
Northeast 16 16 15 16
Northwest 7 10 10 13
Red River 20 22 37 11
North Central Coast 10 17 20 11
South Central Coast 12 9 9 19
Central Highlands 4 19 6 10
Southeast 9 6 4 5
Mekong River Delta 13 24 18 19
National, unspecified 19 20 7 10
 　 Tables 9a to 9d show the results for Grassroots-Human Security projects.  Comparing Japanese 
NGO and Grassroots-Human Security distributions, some commonalities and dif ferences are 
discernable.  First, the total number of grassroots-human security projects is higher than Japanese 
NGO subsidized projects in all countries.  Second, both types of assistance are distributed to all 
regions equally, but the number of projects in each differs from region and period.  In Cambodia, 
grassroots human security NGO projects increased slightly year by year in contrast to decreasing 
Japanese NGO subsidized projects.  In Laos, however, both types of projects increased, especially in 
the North.  In Myanmar, both types projects focus on Central Myanmar and the ethnic states: only 
a few projects were implemented in Naypyidaw Union Territory and Self-Administered Zones.  The 
difference is that Vietnam and Laos were allocated evenly between 2000 and 2019, while Cambodia 
and Myanmar have projects concentrated in some areas.  Cambodian aid is concentrated in Phnom 
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Penh from 2000 to 2009 but is evenly allocated across the country from 2010 to 2019.  Myanmar’s 
allocation is concentrated in the central Myanmar from 2000 to 2019.  In Vietnam, while projects are 
distributed equally in the regions, the Red River Delta area got the most projects. 
 　 Comparing all four aid modalities, each has its own characteristics, but we can divide them to loan 
aid and grant aid group and the Japanese NGO and Grassroots-Human Security NGO group.  The 
former group’s feature is that there are fewer projects compared to the latter, although the scale 
of the former is much greater, and concentrates on economic infrastructure and in the main areas 
of each country.  In contrast, the latter group’s feature is that large number and evenly distributed 
geographically.  Thus, we may discern a division of labor between what we might call the public and 
civil society aspects of Japanese ODA. 
 5．Discussion 
 Research on reasons why donors allocate aid has a long history.  This research tends to follow two 
paths.  One focuses on donor choices in selecting aid recipients ［McKinlay and Little 1977; Maizels 
and Nissanke 1984; Burnell 1997; Schraeder, Hook, and Taylor 1998; Alesina and Dollar, 2000］.  The 
second focuses on aid selectivity, whether donors give priority to poverty or other development 
criteria ［Hout 2007］.  Peter Burnell ［1997: 28 ― 42］ summed up allocative criteria as follows: 
demographics, economic return to aid investment, poverty, special relationships, past performance 
of aid, visibility of results, and number of recipients.  Essentially, this list may be boiled down to three 
main criteria: recipient demographics, economic considerations, and political considerations.  The 
scholarly research, however, focuses on donor criteria for selecting aid recipients and therefore limits 
itself to asking why one national government might or might not want to provide aid to another.  The 
discussion here extends that analysis to the domestic level by considering possible correlations 
between the aid allocations reported above and selected demographic, economic, and political 
variables. 
 5 ― 1. Demographics 
 The researchers used two simple demographic measures, population by region and ethnic 
composition, to track patterns of Japanese ODA.  In terms of population, Japanese aid measured by 
amount tends to concentrate in areas with larger populations, a finding consistent with conclusions 
about Japan’s ODA in the Philippines and Thailand ［Potter 1996; Potter and Potter Seminar 2019］. 
In Cambodia, for example, based on statistical results of the 2018 Population Census Confirmation 
Results and Map by subregion (former administrative boundaries), the population of Cambodia is 
concentrated in the southern and western parts of the country; loan and grant projects concentrate 
in those areas as well.  In short, if the population is large, there are many ODA projects, while if the 
population is small, there are few ODA projects.  In Laos the most populous areas in order are the 
central, southern and northern regions, and loan and grant aid focus on the first two.  Again, aid by 
amount in Myanmar is concentrated in the Burman core, especially Yangon and the Ayeyawady Delta. 
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Finally, as noted above, Japanese aid in Vietnam is concentrated in the Red River Delta area of the 
North (including Hanoi) and the Southeast (including Ho Chi Minh City). 
 　 ODA by population changes when number of projects is used as a measure.  In all four countries 
Grassroots-Human Security projects outnumber projects in every other modality even though they 
represent a tiny fraction even of grant aid budgets.  While such projects are located in core areas of 
each country where we also find loan and grant aid projects they are also found in upland and rural 
areas where no other Japanese aid presence exists.  Northern Laos; the Northwest, Northeast, and 
Central Highlands of Vietnam; eastern Cambodia; and the ethnic states of Myanmar are examples. 
 　 This pattern of allocations has implications for the impact of Japanese aid on different ethnic 
groups in CLMV.  All of these countries have populations that include multiple ethnic groups but with 
a dominant one that typically includes the majority of the population.  Ethnic groups can be found 
throughout each country but minority ethnic groups tend to cluster in rural and highland areas in the 
geographic periphery.  For example, there are more than 50 ethnic groups reside in Laos sorted into 
three different main groups: Lao Loum (low), Lao Theung (middle), and Lao Sung (high) depending 
on altitude of their settled area.  They constitute 53.2%, 11%, and 9.22% of the population, respectively 
［Soumushou Daijin Kanbou Kikakuka 2000］.  Looking at the ratio of poor people in Laos by region, 
the ratio of poor people in highlands is higher than that in lowlands, and the ratio of poor people in 
slopes is higher than that in flat lowland areas.  In this way, rural areas are higher than urban areas, 
highlands and slopes are higher than lowlands and flatlands, and ethnic minorities are higher than 
majority in terms of poverty ratio, poverty gap, and severe poverty.  The Lao Loum ethnic minority, 
who live in the lowlands, have a low poverty rate due to the relatively large area of  the lowlands, which 
allows them to produce agriculture, and the tendency for transportation facilities to be constructed 
faster.  In comparison, ethnic minorities such as the Lao Theung and Lao Sung ethnic minorities who 
live in the fertile areas of the highlands and mountains., Means of transportation are limited, however, 
making development difficult.  The geographic allocation of Japanese aid tends to reinforce these 
distinctions, with large-scale aid clustering in the lowlands and NGO and grassroots aid spread more 
evenly into the uplands. 
 　 Ethnic minorities in Cambodia live in upland areas in the eastern and northeastern border areas. 
They live in mountainous areas such as Ratanakiri, Mondulkiri, and Kratie, There are Japanese aid 
projects in these areas, but they are less concentrated than in the southwest. 
 　 A similar pattern is discernable in aid to Vietnam.  Tables 10 and 11 show regional distributions of 
major ethnic groups and aid projects, respectively. “Kinh” denotes the majority Vietnamese ethnic 
group which is present everywhere in the country.  Comparing distributions of ethnic groups and aid 
we find that large-scale aid clusters in the areas where the main ethnic group is dominant (especially 
the Red River and Southeast regions) while NGO and grassroots projects partially compensate for the 
lack of large-scale aid in the Northeast, Northwes (Northern Midland in table 10) and the Central 
Highlands. 
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national 85,846,997 19,584,287 11,053,590 18,835,154 5,115,135 14,067,361 17,191,470
Kinh 73,594,427 19,281,129 5,009,353 17,027,036 3,309,836 13,155,502 15,811,571
Tay 1,626,392 57,063 1,400,519 12,524 104,798 50,704 784
Thai 1,550,423 9,363 967,801 523,165 40,556 9,057 481
Muong 1,268,963 75,222 788,909 345,943 35,544 22,702 643
Khmer 1,260,640 284 370 1,278 2,436 72,796 1,183,476
Mong 1,068,189 2,826 971,515 43,889 48,877 992 90
Source: United Nations Population Fund, 2011
Table 11: Japanese ODA projects in Vietnam by region (2000―2019)
Region Loan aid Grant aid NGO Grassroots total
Northeast 0 1 4 63 68
Northwest 0 1 12 40 53
Red River Delta 18 9 1 90 118
North Central Coast 0 2 1 58 61
South Central Coast 3 7 8 49 67
Central Highlands 0 0 8 39 47
Southeast 17 5 3 24 49
Mekong River Delta 4 3 9 74 90
National, unspecified 87 60 32 56 235
 5 ― 2. economic considerations 
 The researchers investigated whether the amount of Japanese ODA increases as a country’s stage 
of development improves.  Comparisons both of GDP growth and change in GDP per capita with aid 
allocations revealed no discernable correlation in Cambodia and Laos.  In Cambodia, GDP per capita 
has been on a remarkable upward trend year by year, while total ODA was almost flat from 2000 to 
around 2012 before rising modestly in 2013 ― 2014, and declining slightly thereafter.  It can be said that 
the increase/decrease in GDP growth rate and total ODA was found to be inconsistent.  While the per 
capita nominal GDP of Laos has been on the rise since 1998, there has been no significant change in 
the amount of ODA from 2002 to 2010.  In addition, the amount of ODA fluctuated significantly from 
2013 to 2016. 
 　 The case of Myanmar is confounded by application of international sanctions until 2010.  Japan 
provided token grant and technical assistance until 2011.  Overall aid increased significantly thereafter 
as did both GDP growth and per capita GDP, so some correlation can be seen.  Annual aid amounts, 
however, do not closely follow changes in the two economic indicators even when lagged by one year. 
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Loan aid in particular showed wide variations in commitment from year to year. 
 　 Aid to Vietnam increased modestly until 2007, increased significantly until 2011, and then declined 
steadily thereafter.  During this period per capita GDP continued to steadily improve while GDP 
growth rates fluctuated.  The significant increase in Japanese aid between 2007 and 2013 correlates 
with a significant weakening of Vietnam’s GDP growth, while the subsequent decline in aid follows 
recovery of previous GDP growth rates. 
 　 There is some correlation between level of economic development and aid modality.  Cambodia, 
Laos, and Myanmar remain LDCs, while Vietnam became a lower middle-income country in 2010. 
While all countries have received loan aid Vietnam has received far more and more frequently than 
the other three (see Figures 1b and 2b above).  Grant aid, therefore, took up a greater proportion of 
total aid in Cambodia and Laos.  Again, international sanctions against Myanmar until 2010 confound 
conclusions on this point for the first half of the period under study.  Laos and Myanmar, moreover, 
received debt relief loans while Cambodia and Vietnam did not. 
 5 ― 3. political considerations 
 The researchers focused on aid allocations and issues of security in the CLMV.  In particular, the 
analysis focuses on whether the security situation in a country affects either sectoral or geographic 
allocations of Japanese aid.  The results show some correlation with both in Cambodia, Laos, and 
Myanmar. 
 　 In the Cambodian case, the areas that have been designated by the Japan Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs website as dangerous areas include the northern and western border provinces of Preah 
Vihear, Oddar Meanchay, Battambang, Banteay Meanchey, Koh Kong, and Pursat.  Terrorist incidents 
and the prevalence of landmines are pointed out as issues of special concern. 
Table 12: Japanese aid projects in Northern and Western Cambodia
Region Loan aid Grant aid NGO Grassroots Total
Preah Vihear 0 0 6 18 24
Oddar Meanchey 0 1 0 6 7
Battambang 1 4 15 42 62
Koh Kong 0 0 2 5 7
Pursat 2 1 2 27 32
 Two patterns can be seen in the table.  First, loan and grant aid projects are scarce while NGO and 
Grassroots-Human Security projects are numerous (except for Koh Kong), suggesting that Japanese 
aid policy makers prefer to rely on NGOs and local organizations in areas with sensitive security and 
political problems.  Second, these latter include a large number of landmine removal projects. 
 　 Xaisomboun District, located in central Laos, has been in a bad state of public security for a long 
time, and no Japanese ODA projects were allocated there.  Recently, in 2019, foreigners involved in 
the development project have been shot frequently.  In terms of sectoral allocations the presence of 
David M. POTTER and POTTER Seminar 141
demining activity in the grant and grassroots modalities is notable. 
 　 Since independence in 1948 Myanmar has been in nearly constant civil war between the national 
government in central Myanmar and the ethnic states of the periphery.  Japan’s aid allocations are 
highly influenced by the conflict not only because of resulting security instability but because it has 
invested diplomatically in the post ― 2011 peace process that brought about partial ceasefire agreements 
in 2015 and 2018.  This includes using aid as an inducement to ethnic organizations to enter and 
conclude ceasefire agreements with the government ［Potter, forthcoming］. 
Table 13: Risk levels and Japanese aid by region in Myanmar




Level 3 Rakhine State 0 4 0 3 7
Chin State 0 0 0 3 3
Shan State＊＊ 0 2 4 4 10
Kachin State 0 3 0 6 9
Level 2 Kachin State 0 3 0 6 9
Nor thern Shan 
State
0 2 4 4 10
Parts of Rakhine 
State
0 4 0 3 7
Level 1 Other areas ＊ ＊ ＊ ＊ ＊
● Residual not tabulated; ＊＊ including Kokang Self-Administered Zone
 　 Areas with poor security are tabulated in Table 13 based on data from the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs.  All of the Level 2 and 3 areas are in the ethnic periphery and have had little or no direct 
Japanese aid presence.  For example, there were only three projects in Chin State, which has a risk 
level of 3.  Kachin State is virtually independent, as are the Self-Administered Zones, each of which 
has at least one active ethnic armed organization that has either not participated in or has left the 
official peace process ［Takeda 2020］.  On the other hand, ODA projects in Rakhine, Shan, and Kachin 
were identified despite the high risk level.  Aid to the first, however, has largely been humanitarian 
assistance funneled through UN organizations for Rohingya refugees and displaced persons. 
 　 Vietnam is an outlier.  According to the “risk level” of each country announced by the Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, it can be seen that Vietnam is “level 0” in each region as of 2020.  Therefore, it is 
difficult to test the hypothesis that ODA is affected by the security situation.  Moreover, no projects 
related to demining or similar activities were identified among the data. 
 6．Conclusion 
 This article compared and analyzed Japan’s official development assistance to Cambodia, Laos, 
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Myanmar, and Vietnam from 2000 to 2019.  The article first surveyed aid amounts by aid modality 
to each recipient, then compared aid by sectoral and geographical distribution within each country. 
Finally, it analyzed those distributions according to demographic, economic, and security-related 
variables.  The research finds significant sectoral and geographic variation across aid modalities in all 
of the countries, with loan aid focused on economic infrastructure and grant aid focused on economic 
infrastructure and social development, and both favoring urban centers.  NGO and grassroots-human 
security aid is more widely distributed by sector and region.  Grassroots-human security assistance is 
most evenly spread across regions and more likely to directly benefit ethnic minorities and inhabitants 
of peripheral areas.  It thus partially compensates for the focus of loan and grant aid on urban 
centers and majority ethnic populations.  Economic variables examined, GDP growth and GDP per 
capita, were not well correlated with aid amounts.  Security issues were related to aid allocations in 
Cambodia, Laos, and Myanmar but not Vietnam. 
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 Abstract 
 　 This article compares and analyzes Japan’s official development assistance to Cambodia, Laos, 
Myanmar, and Vietnam from 2000 to 2019.  The article first surveys aid amounts by aid modality to each 
recipient, then compares aid by sectoral and geographical distribution within each country.  Finally, it 
analyzes those distributions according to demographic, economic, and security-related variables.  The 
research finds significant sectoral and geographic variation across aid modalities in all of the countries, 
with loan aid focused on economic infrastructure and grant aid focused on economic infrastructure and 
social development, and both favoring urban centers.  NGO aid is more widely distributed by sector and 
region.  Local NGO assistance is more evenly spread across regions and more likely to directly benefit 
ethnic minorities and inhabitants of peripheral areas.  Economic variables were not well correlated with 
aid amounts.  Security issues were related to aid allocations in Cambodia, Laos, and Myanmar but not 
Vietnam. 
